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DETAILED ACTION 


1 . Claims 1 , 7, 9-1 1 , and 14-16 objected to because of the following informalities: 

With respect to claims 1,11,15, and 16, each of these claims contains the 
phrase "can be". This phrase is language that suggests or makes optional, but does not 
require an action to be performed. It is suggested that this phrase be removed from the 
claims, such that the limitations that follow it are not optional. 

With respect to claims 7 and 14, these claims both contain the phrase "said 
instructions". There is not antecedent basis for "said instructions". It is recommended 
that the claims be amended such that an antecedent basis is provided for "said 
instructions". Claims 7 and 14 also contain the phrase "such as". This phrase is 
indefinite since it is not clear what exactly is meant by "such as a PECP entity or an 
RLC entity". It is recommended that the phrase "such as" be removed from the claims. 

With respect to claim 9, this claim contains the phrases "the PDCP entity" and 
"the packet data convergence protocol layer". There is no antecedent basis for either of 
these phrases in the claims. It is recommended that the claims be amended such that 
an antecedent basis is provided for these phrases. 

With respect to claim 10, this claim contains the phrases "the logical connections" 
"the mobile station" and "the network element". There is not antecedent basis for these 
phrases. It is recommended that the claims be amended such that an antecedent basis 
is provided for these phrases. 
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Please check to claim for any other antecedent basis problems that might be 
present. 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1 ) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1-2, 5-6, 10-12, and 15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Irvin et al. (U.S. Pat. 6381713 B1). 

With respect to claims 1,11,15, and 16, Irvin et al. discloses a packet radio 
system including a mobile station and method for arranging error control of packet- 
switched data, wherein at least a first part and a second part can be separated from the 
packets (See the abstract, column 11 line 42 to column 1 2 line 1 1 , and Figure 1 of Irvin 
et al. for reference to a wireless packet data system including mobile stations that 
operates a method of arranging error control of packets that are separated into different 
fields). Irvin et al. also discloses determining conditions that apply for the processing of 
the first part and the second part in an error situation (See column 6 lines 20-67 and 
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Figure 3 of Irvin et al. for reference to determining and cataloging conditions to use for 
processing data packets that have errors in a specified packet data field). Irvin et al. 
further discloses detecting errors in received data (See column 7 lines 1-11 and Figure 
4 of Irvin et al. for reference to determining which, if any, fields or portions of information 
in a received packet are flawed). Irvin et al. also discloses checking whether conditions 
to allow an erroneous first and/or second part to be transmitted to upper protocol layers 
(See column 7 lines 12-35 and Figure 4 of Irvin et al. for reference to determining if the 
location of the error allows the packet to be passed up the protocol stack). Irvin et al. 
further discloses transmitting the first and/or second part to the upper protocol layers in 
response to conditions allowing it (See column 7 lines 12-35 and Figure 4 of Irvin et al. 
for reference to passing a packet up the protocol stack if conditions allow for it). 

With respect to claims 2 and 12, Irvin et al. discloses that the first part comprises 
header fields and the second part comprise payload data (See column 6 lines 1-19 and 
Figure 3 of Irvin et al. for reference to a packet being divided into header fields 320 and 
a payload 350). 

With respect to claim 5, Irvin et al. discloses indicating to upper layers an error 
detected in the first and/or second part of the packets (See column 7 lines 1-1 1 and 
Figure 4 of Irvin et al. for reference to indicating detection of an error and the location of 
the detected error in steps 430 and 460). 

With respect to claim 6, Irvin et al. discloses that an error indication is added to 
erroneous data units and it is checked whether the data units meet the conditions (See 
column 7 lines 1-1 1 and Figure 4 of Irvin et al. for reference to indicating detection of an 
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error and the location of the detected error in steps 430 and 460 and for reference to 
determining whether conditions allowing the packet to be passed up the protocol stack 
are met). 

With respect to claim 10, Irvin et al. discloses that different conditions apply for 
the mobile station a mobile station than for a network element (See column 6 lines 20- 
59 for reference to the conditions being set in a database that may be different for each 
processing unit). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 4 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Irvin et al. in view of Ojard et al. (U.S. Pat. 6266350 B1 ). 

With respect to claims 4 and 13, Irvin et al. does not disclose that the first and 
second part are separated and transmitted on different logical channels. 

With respect to claims 4 and 13, Ojard et al., in the field of communications, 
discloses separating a first and second part of a packet and transmitting the parts on 
different logical channels (See column 9 lines 29-44 of Ojard et al. for reference to 


Application/Control Number: 10/045,020 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2616 

separating a header part and a payload part of a packet and transmitting the header in a 
separate sub-channel from the payload). Separating a first and second part of a packet 
and transmitting the parts on different logical channels has the advantage of allowing a 
change in the data of one of the parts to not effect the data rate and transmission quality 
of the other part, since the two parts are transmitted on separate channels. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention, when presented with the work of Ojard et al., to combine separating a first 
and second part of a packet and transmitting the parts on different logical channels, as 
suggested by Ojard et al., with the system and method of Irvin et al., with the motivation 
being to allow a change in the data of one of the parts to not effect the data rate and 
transmission quality of the other part, since the two parts are transmitted on separate 
channels. 

6. Claims 7 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Irvin et al. in view of Shin (U.S. Pat. 6738634). 

With respect to claims 7 and 14, Irvin et al. does not disclose using a radio 
resource control protocol to management radio resources and determine instructions 
and using an RLC entity to carry out an error check. 

With respect to claims 7 and 14, Shin, in the field of communications, discloses 
using a radio resource control protocol to management radio resources and determine 
instructions and using an RLC entity to carry out an error check (See column 1 lines 16- 
65, column 2 lines 11-17 and Figure 1 of Shin for reference using a radio resource 
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control protocol to send instructions and for reference to using an RLC entity to perform 
error detection and correction). Using a radio resource control protocol to management 
radio resources and determine instructions and using an RLC entity to carry out an error 
check has the advantage of providing error protection in a widely used GSM system. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention, when presented with the work of Shin, to combine using a radio resource 
control protocol to management radio resources and determine instructions and using 
an RLC entity to carry out an error check, as suggested by Shin, with the system and 
method of Irvin et al., with the motivation being to provide error protection in a widely 
used GSM system. 

7. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Irvin et al. 
in view of Ojard et al. as applied to claims 4 and 13 above, and further in view of Shin. 

With respect to claim 9, the combination of Irvin et al. and Ojard et al. does not 
disclose handling logical connection by an RLC entity. 

With respect to claims 7 and 14, Shin, in the field of communications, discloses 
handling logical connection by an RLC entity (See column 1 line 66 to column 2 line 10 
of Shin for reference using an RLC entity to control logical connections). Using an RLC 
entity to control logical connections has the advantage of providing error protection in a 
widely used GSM system. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention, when presented with the work of Shin, to combine using an RLC entity to 
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control logical connections, as suggested by Shin, with the system and method of Irvin 
et al. and Ojard et al., with the motivation being to provide error protection in a widely 
used GSM system. 

8. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Irvin et al. 
in view of Svanbro et al. (U.S. Pat. 6967964 B1). 

With respect to claim 9, Irvin et al. does not disclose using a PDCP entity to 
separate a packet and check for errors. 

With respect to claim 9, Svanbro et al., in the field of communications, discloses 
using a PDCP entity to separate a packet and check for errors (See column 3 line 57 to 
column 5 line 20 of Svanbro et al. for reference to using PDCP entities to separate 
packet headers and perform error checking). Using a PDCP entity to separate a packet 
and check for errors has the advantage of providing error protection in a widely used 
GSM system. 

It would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention, when presented with the work of Svanbro et al., to combine using a PDCP 
entity to separate a packet and check for errors, as suggested by Svanbro et al., with 
the system and method of Irvin et al., with the motivation being to provide error 
protection in a widely used GSM system. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

9. Claim 3 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

10. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: Claim 3 would be allowable since none of the prior art of record discloses or 
renders obvious using header fields for decompression even if the conditions prevented 
their transmission to upper layer, as claimed. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jason E. Mattis whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3154. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8AM-5:30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Huy Vu can be reached on (571 ) 272-3155. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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